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Reply to Office Communication (Detailed Action) 
dated May 25, 2004 for application 10/648,649 from August 27, 2003 

Having no objections to Examiner's guidelines on divisions 
"Arrangement of the Specification" and "Content of Specification" , the 
following is attached to the present reply: 
(a)Corrected (shortened) title of the invention: 

Complex of facilities and method of iceberg insulation, 
(j) Shortened text of the "Abstract of the Disclosure". 

As for the division "Information Disclosure Statement" in "Detailed 
Action", I would like to inform you that in the Specification I have 
presented (and gave short contents of) those sources of information 
known to me (at the moment of filing the application) which I considered 
related to the subject. 

I am highly grateful for the new information found and sent to me by the 
Examiner. 

Hereby I would like to attract attention of the Examiner that out of 11 
inventions given by USPTO in "Notice of References Cited" two of them 
(under the code "C" and "G' - author Stangroom) appeared to be the 
same, and four (under codes D, F, I, N - authors Mougin and Sobinger) 
have been mentioned by me in my application. 

As for the division "Drawings" in "Detailed Action" remarks on Fig.l, 
Fig.17 and Fig.20 are taken, and sheets 1, 15 and 17 correspondingly 
corrected are attached herewith. 



As for division "Specification" in "Detailed Action" remarks are taken 
and the shortened text of the "Abstract of the Disclosure" is attached 
herewith (as it has been mentioned above in item "j"). 

As for division "Claim Objection" in "Detailed Action" it seems that 
general comment of the Examiner according to all claims 1-7 consisting 
in the fact that they "are not clearly or concisely written" remains to be 
unclear to me without definite indications on what is really not clear to 
you. 

Claims 1-7 have been composed so that the main ideas of my solution 
(method according to claims 4-7) should be clear with the intention of 
being used by the specialists in the field of the invention on the basis of 
facilities complex mentioned in claims 1-3. 

Of course, I do understand that the "Claims" wording can be improved, 
though it would be rather difficult to fulfil at the present stage without 
definite remarks by the Examiner. 

As for division "Claim Rejections - 35 USC # 103" in "Detailed 
Action" I cannot agree with the Examiner's opinion that "the subject 
matter on the whole would have been obvious at the time the invention 
was made to the person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains", due to the following reasons. 

First, combination of essential features in the two independent solutions 
proposed (united by a common inventive concept) possesses novelty, as 
no analogues presented by the Examiner ( and partially considered by me 
previously) do contain the given combination (claims 1-7). 
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Second, only the mentioned combination of features which 
characterizes the simplest method for preparing fresh water production 
out of such a specific source as an iceberg, really permits to provide a 
reliable insulation for any shape of the iceberg from sea water (i.e. to 
exclude losses of fresh water frozen in an iceberg) and its practical 
protection against the destructive action of ocean waves. 

Hereby, besides the natural necessity in main elements of the said 
complex of means presented in the "Claims", the presence of one cloth 
with the original design and considerable length is principally important 
for forming the basis of the envelope for embracing the iceberg from the 
bottom by the method according to claims 4-7 (as opposed to Merril's 
approach according to patent US 3,289,415) not known from opposing 
solutions on the subject matter. 

The cloth is made out of two layers of waterproof material. The layers 
are connected with each other along the lines forming a net out of cells 
(air cushions) connected by air ducts united into a single unit and having 
the pipes for saline water removal also going through it (pipes have an 
open outlet on one side of the cloth); a system of belts tightening in the 
form of two centers of concentric circumferences of rings passed through 
loops (each circumference center occupies its own half of the cloth). 

There also exist other design peculiarities (reflected in claim 1) which, 
according to my knowledge, together with those described have not been 
proposed by any person specializing in the art. 
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This designer's approach has not been found up to now, even by 
Sobinger in patent DE 3315744A1. 

The method of iceberg insulation proposed by me (Claims 4-7) in the 
briefest (summarized) form includes submerging the "roll" (the notion 
has been disclosed in the division "Summary of the invention") of the 
cloth described under the iceberg, its embracing of the iceberg 
underwater part, pumping the air into the air cushions rows of the cloth 
according to a predetermined program, unrolling the "roll" and complete 
embracing of the iceberg underwater part and then, the whole iceberg, 
tightening the belts of the gigantic envelope formed and giving an 
elongated form to it while continuing the drift of the "packed iceberg" up 
to its meeting the water tanker or subsequent towing of the fresh water 
capacity obtained to the port of destination. 

There also exist other technological stages and peculiarities (reflected in 
claim 4 - the main claim for the method) which, as well as the others 
mentioned above, are unknown to have appeared with other respected 
specialists in this field. 

That's why, according to my opinion (being also a specialist in this 
field), the combination of features presented by me in the application 
materials (in particular in claims 4-7) cannot be synthesized by a person 
with the ordinary skill in the art without creative approach to solving the 
problems under consideration, i.e. it is not an obvious solution for 
competent executor. 

Hereby the position of the Examiner denying lack of non-obviousness 
(level of invention) of the solutions proposed is unclear to me. 
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It is really strange that, if the author Sobinger inJ9£L(when he filed an 
application in the FRG and in 1984 when the patent DE 3315744 A, 
which was given bv me as one of the analogues of my invention, has been 
granted) has failed in the wording for the method of iceberg insulation 
with the aim of further production of fresh water, as it was mentioned by 
the Examiner in the last phrase of clause 8 in division "Claim 
Rejections", p.9, lines 5-8, 

tohow the author Merril in 1962 (when he filed the application in the 
USA and in 1966 when the patent US 3,289,415 has been granted, which 
was also given by me as one of the analogues of my invention), i.e., 
almost 21 years before Sobinger, has made such basic steps, according to 
the Examiner, which are necessary for developing a method in such a 
variant which I have presented in the present application in 2003, i.e. 20 
years more after the invention, and which (Merril steps) have not been 
used or formulated before me by other specialists? 

And if specialist Sobinger having been granted the patent in the present 
epoch (1984) has not come to the idea of using the approach of specialist 
Merril (1962, i.e. from the "previous technical generation"), and the 
Examiner after 20 more years (and altogether 41 years after Merril!) 
considers such a virtual unification of the known solutions obvious for a 
person with ordinary skills in the art (only after the real presentation of 

the complex solution bv me only), then I cannot agree with the logic and 

conclusion of the Examiner because this obviousness has not, in essence, 

been proved in the given case. 

Moreover, the essence of technical solutions (in part of the means and 
the method of their application) as well as the form of their presentation 



(claims 1-6, except for claim 7, which has absolutely facultative and 
utilization character) there are no opposing sources declared for me which 
anticipate the novelty of invention and the level of invention of my 
technical solutions, whereas in Merril's patent mentioned neither the 
complex of means proposed by me (in full volume), nor my method have 
been presented. 

In this case I would like to draw the attention of the Examiner to the fact 
that patent sources mentioned by her have been known to me in their 
majority, but not mentioned in the application, as, in essence (according 
to my opinion), they are even further from my solution (in particular, out 
of 4 inventions by Moquin, three US patents have been mentioned in the 
division "Background of the invention", and the 4 th mentioned by the 
Examiner is the analogue of one of the 3 US patents mentioned). 

As for the division "Conclusion" in "Detailed action", it remains 
unclear to me what conclusion has been made by the Examiner on the 
whole when she enumerates all the other analogues (besides inventions 
by Merril and Sobinger) which she doesn't "consider pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure". ( By the way, probably because of an oversight, 
one and the same patent has appeared in the list and sent to me twice - it 
is US patent 5,516,235 by Stangroom). 
As for what I do think, due to detailed description in the application and 
my explanation in the present reply, is that my invention is novel, useful 
and non-obvious for persons in the art, and that's why it deserves rightful 
protection in the form of a patent. 
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Appendix: mentioned in? pages. 

Respectfully yours and hoping 
for objective solution of the Examiner 
in relation to the present application 



Inventor J.Abramovich 




